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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
1,) Ciaim Rejections ~ 35 U.S.C. §102(e) 

The Examiner rejected clarms 10^12 and 14 as being anticipated by Sen, ei aL 
(US 6,708,034). The Appflcants traverse the rejections. 

Anticipation requires that the disclosure of a single piece of prior art reveals 
every element, or llmftation, of a claimed invention. Furthermore, the limitations that 
must be met by an anticipatory reference are those set forth in each statement of 
function in a claims limitations, and such a limitation cannot be met by an element In a 
reference that performs a different function, even though it may be part of a device 
embodying the same general overall concept. Sen fails to teach each (imitation of the 
relected claims and, therefore, the Applicants traverse the relection of each rrf 
those claims as being anticipated . 



Ciaims 10-12: 

Claim 10 recites: 

10. A method in a mobile terminal for providing support for 
internet protocol signaling, wherein the mobile terminal is connected tn 
a local user's terminal equipment and t o a radio network the method 
compnsing the steps of: 

temirnating a resource reservation pnDtocol message sent from the 
local user's temninal equipment; 

detennining, based on parameters contained in the resource 
reservation protocol message, whether to create a new packet data 
protocol context or to modily an existing packet data protocol context* and 

sending a request to create or modify the packet data protocol 
context through the radio network, (emphasis added) 

Not only does Sen not disclose a method comprising the steps recited in claim 10, but 
fails to even disclose performing any similar steps in a mobile tprmtn^i This can be 
noted based on the Examiner's assertion that the second step recited in claim 10 is 
taught by Sen at col. 5, lines 31-66, which actually describes an "RSVP-agent in the 
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W i reless network node (e.g., 6GSN) ." In response to the Applicants' prior arguments, 
the Examiner now asserts that Sen further teaches 'the claimed Invention being 
performed in a mobile terminal (e.g., a Serving GPRS Support Node (SGSN))." Nefaier 
a GGSN or SGSN, however, is "mobile " or a "terminal. " much fess a "mobile 
terminal ." 

As those skilled fn the art are aware, a GGSN (Gateway GPRS Support Node) is 
a GPRS (General Packet Radio Service) node which provides an interface between a 
radio network and an IP network; GPRS is an enhancement for GSM and TDMA rare 
networks that introduces packet data transmission. An SGSN (Serving GPRS Support 
Node) handles the data traffic of users in a geographical service area. As an element of 
the core network, GGSN and SGSN nodes are not mobiie For Sen to anticipate the 
claimed invention, it must not merely approxinnate or be almost the same as ttie 
invention, but there must be an ident itv of inventton behveen it and the claim. 
Anticipation requires the presence in the Sen disclosure of all elements of the claimed 
invention arranged as in the claim. The claim limitations which must be met are those 
set forth in each element, and such a limitation cannot be met bv an element in Sen that 
perfomns a different function, even though It may be part of a device embodying the 
same general overall concept. See, RCA Corp. v. Applied Digital Data S/s., Inc. 221 
USPQ 385, 389 n.5 (Fed. Cir. 1984). Thus, whereas Sen fails to disclose the steps 
recited in claim 10 performed within a mobile terminal. Sen fails to anticipate claim 
10. Furthermore, whereas claims 11-12 are dependent from claim 10, and include the 
limitations thereof, those claims are also not anticipated by Sen. 

Claim 14: 

The Examiner also rejected claim 14 as being anticipated by Sen. Claim 14 
recites: 

14. A mobile terminal comprising: 

a first interface to a local user's temninal equipment; 

a second interface to a radio network: 

a terminating unit for terminating resource reservation protocol; and 
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a translation unit for transformfno a resource resen/ation protonnl 
m essage into a packet data protocol message and vice versa , (emphasis 
added) 

The Examiner asserts that Sen discloses "a transfation unit for transforming a resource 
reservation protocol message into a packet data protocol message and vice versa" at 
column 4, lines 22-27, and column 7, lines 6-7. The Applicants have reviewed the 
referenced portions of Sen and far! to see where the Examiner has Identified a 
translation unit, within a mobile termin al, for transforming a resource resarvatlon 
protocol (RSVP) message to a packet data protocol fPDP^ message, and vint» 
versa. At column 4, fines 22-27, Sen states that a mobile station has an operating 
system that is "capable of generating and interpreting RSVP messages," but fails to 
teach transforming suc h RSVP messages to PDP messages . Similarly, at column 7, 
lines 6-7. Sen states that "RSVP signaling is used to perform PDP sub^ntext 
activation," but.fails to teach transfomiino an RSVP message to a PDP mflsgaf^ n 
Accordingly, Sen fails to anticipate claim 14. 

2.) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C, §1 03(a) 

The Examiner rejected claim 13 as being unpatentable over Sen in view of 
Puuskari (US 6,728,208). The Applicants traverse the rejection. 
Claim 13 recites: 

'^3- . A method for a gateway general packet radio service support 
node comprising the steps of: uhmu^i 

including intemet protocol quality of service infonnation in packet 
data protocol context; and M^^^et 

gateway general packet m d io service su ppnri 
node, quality ot ser vice related s i n n a lino accordfnn tn intemet nmtnnni 

iempS' a^diy^ ' "^"^^^^ ^^'^ -^^^^^ 
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In rejecting claim 13, the Examiner asserts that: 



"[a]s per daim 13, Sen taught the invention as claimed for a gateway general 
packet radio service support node comprising the steps of: 

transfomiing, by the gateway general packet radio service support node, 
quality of service related signaling according to an internet protocol into 
signaling according a resource reservation protocol, and vice versa (col 
5, lines 31-49). 

As noted In Applicants' response to the prior Office Action, the Applicants reviewed the 
referenced portion of Sen and failed to see where the Examiner has identified any 
teaching relating to transforming quality of ser vice related signaling according to an 
internet protocol into signaling ac c ording a resource reservation protocol, and wee 
versa. In response, the Examiner now asserts that Sen teaches "transforming quality of 
service related signaling according to an intemet protocol (e.g. PATH message) (col. 4, 
lines 41-43) into signaling according [s/c] a resource reservation protocol (e.g. RESV 
message) and vice versa (col. 5, lines 7-21)." The Examiner dearly mischaracterizes 
the teachings of Sen. At column 4, lines 4M3, Sen states what parameters are 
included in PATH and RESV messages, but discloses nothing about transforming, by a 
gateway general packet radio service support node (GGSN). quality of sen/ice related 
signaling according to an intemet protocol into signaling according a resource 
reservation protocol, and Wee versa. Neither is such disclosed at column 5, lines 7-21, 
as asserted by the Examiner. Accordinaiv. t he Examiner wholly faii,.ri 
establish a prima faci e case of obviousness of claim 13 . 
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In view of the foregoing remarks, the Applicants believe all of the daims currently 
pending in the Application to be in a condrtion for allowance. The Applicant, therefore, 
respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw all rejections and issue a Notice of 
Allowance for claims 10-14. 

The Applicants request a telephonic intervlgw jf the Examiner has any questions 
or requires any additiona! information that would further or expedite the prosecution of 
the Application. 



Ericsson Inc. 

6300 Legacy Drive, M/S EVR 1^C-11 
Piano, Texas 75024 

(972) 583-5799 
roger.burieigh@ericsson.com 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: February 14, 2005 
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